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after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

• Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is in the response to the Amendment filed on 4/18/05. Applicant's arguments 
have been fully considered but are now moot in view of the new grounds of rejections. 

2. Claims 1-11 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 2, 4, 5, 8, are directed to method steps which can be practiced mentally in 
conjunction with pen and paper, therefore they are directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
Specifically, as claimed, it is uncertain what performs each of the claimed method steps because 
it is not tangible. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention: 

a. The term "standard behavior" in claims 1 and 5-6 is a relative term which renders 
the claim indefinite. The term "standard behavior" is not defined by the claim, the 
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specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of 
ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. 
The broadest reasonable interpretation of the "standard behavior" is what is known in the 
prior art. There are many standard behaviors and it is not made explicitly clear in the 
claim language what this is. 

b. In claims 1, 5-6, the term "deviation from the standard behavior" is indefinite 
because it is not defined what the standard behavior is. The broadest reasonable 
interpretation of "deviation from the standard behavior" is something different than prior 
art, which is not a limitation in the claims. 

c. In claims 1, 4-8, and 1 1, the term "posted" is indefinite because it is not made 
explicitly clear in the claim language what posted is related to. It is unclear whether there 
is a connection made where posting is made to data on the nodes of the graph. No 
connection or relationship is made at all. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 



obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 



(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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5. Claims 1-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable by Shigemi et 
al. (hereinafter Shigemi) (US 6,314,434 Bl) in view of Davis et al. (hereinafter Davis) (US 
5,870,545), and further in view of Panagos et al. (hereinafter Panagos) (US 6,601,035 Bl), 

6. As to claim 1, Shigemi teaches a computerized method for processing of start-conditions 
processed by a computer system acting as a Workflow-Management-System (WFMS) or a 
computer system with comparable functionality (col 19, lines 5-18), said WFMS comprising at 
least one process-model said process-model modeling a process comprising one or more 
process-activities being nodes of an arbitrary graph and directed control-connectors of said graph 
defining a potential control flow within said process-model (col 8, lines 37-48, Fig, 1, col 5, 
lines 11-24), said method: 

in a standard behavior of processing start-conditions, evaluating, if a target-activity 
representing a work item of said process may be started, by evaluating the truth-value of a start- 
condition once the truth-values of all incoming control-connectors of said target-activity have 
been posted (col 19, lines 17-19); and 

said method being further characterized by comprising a timed-evaluation-step, said 
timed-evaluation-step evaluating of (col 9 f line 67, Fig. 4, item 11) : 

evaluating, if at least a first one of said incoming control-connectors is associated 

with a time-interval defining a maximum period of time, as measured from a reference 

point, after which the target-activity is to be started, and evaluating if said time-interval 

has expired (col 9, line 67, Fig. 1, Fig. 4, item 11). 
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7. Shigemi teaches that in the affirmative case, said timed-evaluation-step, as a deviation 
from the standard behavior of processing start-conditions is continuing the processing to start 
said target-activity (col. 19, lines 5-3 J). The broadest reasonable interpretation of "deviation 
from the standard behavior of processing start-conditions" is that it is different over prior art. 
There are many "standard behaviors" and it is not made explicitly clear in the claim language or 
specification what this is. Shigemi fails to explicitly teach doing this even if not all truth-values 
of said incoming control-connectors have been posted yet. 

8. However, Davis teaches concurrent processing of activities (col. 14, lines 2-8). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
include the feature of continuing the processing to start said target-activity even if not all 
truth-values of said incoming control-connectors have been posted yet because this allows for 
atomic execution and full or partial synchronization (col. 14, lines 1-9). 

9. Shigemi also fails to explicitly teach using Boolean values as the truth-values. However, 
Davis teaches using Boolean values to control processing of the activities {col 12, lines 52-60, 
col 12, lines 44-51). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to include the feature of having Boolean values as the truth-values because it 
provides an indicator of when action needs to take place based on conditions, and therefore, 
providing control (col 12, lines 48-51). 

10. Shigemi and Davis fails to explicitly teach evaluating, if at least a first one of said 
incoming control-connectors is associated with a time-interval defining a maximum period of 
time, as measured from a reference point, after which the target-activity is to be started, and 
evaluating if said time-interval has expired. However, Panagos teaches a time interval start time 
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and completion or deadline time of a workflow activity to be executed when ready for execution. 
It is inherent that a time-interval consists of a minimum period of time (reference point at the 
beginning of period) and a maximum period of time (reference point at the end of period). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
include the feature of time intervals and evaluating when the interval expires because the control 
connectors would be based on dynamic and time dependent relations rather than static (col 4, 
lines 4-18, eta). 

11. As to claim 2, Davis teaches a method processing of start-conditions: 

- wherein said first incoming control-connector is associated with a commencing-activity, 
the commencing-activity corresponding to one of the process-activities in the process 
model (see Figure 7, col 12, lines 44-51, col 12, lines 24-26, col 13 lines 10-20. col 12, 
lines 18-26); 

- wherein said timed-evaluation-step uses as starting point for said time-interval the point 
in time when said commencing-activity is completed, (col 12, lines 24-26, col 13 lines 
10-20, and col 17, lines 53-56, col 12, lines 44-51). 

12. As to claim 3, Davis teaches a method for processing of start-conditions (col 12, lines 
18-26): 

- wherein said first incoming control-connector is associated with a path from said 
commencing-activity to said target-activity (see Figure 7, col 15, lines, 53-67, col 12, 
lines 44-51, col 12, lines 24-26, col 13 lines 10-20). 



Application/Control Number: 09/396,245 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2195 

- said timed-evaluation-step is continuing the processing to start said target-activity, if said 
associated path has been traversed (col 7, lines 27-35, col 12, lines 24-26, and col 13 
lines 10-20); 

4. As to claim 4, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejections of claims 1-3. 

5. As to claim 5, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejections of claims 1-3. 
In addition, Davis includes a data processing program for execution in a data processing 
system comprising software (see Abstract) . 

13. As to claim 6, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejections of claims 1-3. 
In addition, Davis includes a data processing program for execution in a data processing system 
comprising software (see Abstract) . 

14. As to claims 7-8, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejections of claim 
1. 

15. As to claims 9-10, they are rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejections of 
claims 2-3. 



16. 



As to claim 1 1, it is rejected for the same reasons as stated in the rejections of claim 1. 
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Response to Arguments 

17. During patent examination, the pending claims must be "given their broadest reasonable 
interpretation consistent with the specification." In re Hyatt, 21 1 F.3d 1367, 1372, 54 USPQ2d 
1664, 1667 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during 
prosecution, and broad interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once 
issued, will be interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 
162 USPQ 541, 550-51 (CCPA 1969). 

18. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are now moot in view of the 
new grounds or rejections. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenneth Tang whose telephone number is (571) 272-3772. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:30AM - 6:00PM, Every other Friday off 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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